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The opening of New York Gity's
schools in Sgptember came amid
widespread talk of crisis and doom for
the city's public educati on system.
There ¢an be no doubl thatthe severe
cutbacks manpdated by the ongoing
liscal stringency are having a noti ce-
able impact on the public schools- It
is also indispytable that, in the short
run at least, the impact is gmosl en-
tirely negative. However, beyond the
immediate siyuation, itis conceivable
that the current acute aysterity could
lead t0 sOme quit e salutary changes,

This viewppint s embraced in the
accompanying analysis by David
seeley, Director of the Pyp|ic Educa-
tion Association, and Adele Spier-
Lecturerin Government at John Jay
Cullege and ph.D. cand idate In Poli-
tics and Education at Teachers Col-
lege. Mr. Seeley and Mrs, spier main-
tain that the {ocusof public edutation
policy In Ney York City should be less
on wringing hands over money that
will not come in @and more on W!iNGing
long-needed changes from the éduca-
tjonal Systern—changes that can im.
prove its quality evenwithin there-
50UrCES currently available, The au-
thors Point oyt that the implementa-
tion of policies to impraye produclivity
need Not constitute & threat to teach.
ersrather the realization of such polj-
clesshould bring them greater proles-
sional satisfaction.

Accordingtothe authors, if the vari.
ous proposals setforth in heir analy-
gis aré acted upon New York Clty's
schools would not merely survive but
could even point the way toward @ na-
tioral renaigsance in public education,

Herry Cohen, Dean

Certtel for New Y Ork City Affairs
Jac Friedgut, Editor

City Almanac
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Productivity in
New York City's Schools

Fiscal Reality and Educational Quality

In the ngyq two decades urban eduia-
tion in the Ynited States will change
Substaﬁﬁa”ygf@r tha better. New
York City could be in the vanguard of
those injijating hese changes.

IMpoggiple? No quite possible.
Change s nolonger merely desir-
ablel it g Esgential and inevitable,
Long deglining toward educational
bankrupey, public education in the
cities ig now at the edge ol financial
ba:ﬂkrumgy as well, Up to now, the:
solution 45y old Problems was to add
mon&y t, pay for the ever-acceleraling
costs of jnreasingly underachieving
systemg Now there is no extra money.
The only gitem ative is change.

Al thg mpment. the New York City
school gyglem doesnat appear likely
to lead g necessary reform. The
197677 school yearin New York City
opefed wiih whata New York Times
headling gescribed as a “Tense Mood
ol Austgrg 'Crisis.’ "' The chancellor
talked g problems "potentially de-
struCtivg of education in the city.” He
wamed he stafl: "Last year our prob-
1eMs were staggdering. This year, the:
588M g|n st insUrmountable.” Next
yeal, heprgdiciedi would be worse,
The teachers union talked of “two and
ahalf g sdes 0f educational prog-
ress .. wjped out by the culback.”
The Dajjy News Called the situation
Hgrim," The Post said thatthe “"woes
are just peginning.”’

Many 5 gople are giving up hope for
the futye_ But that is because they

are living in the past. Orly the most
unrealistic can imagine that funds will
be found to feed the money-eating
machine the school system has be-
come, and, even more pertinent, the
educational results were inadequate
even when the money was there. But,
New York Cily can lead the necessary
change if it begins to act on realistic
appraisals of both fiscal realities and
the considerable resources the city
has to offer in finding solutions to the
present predicament.

Productivity in Education

Much of the solution lies in “pro-
ductivity"—a concept wrongly feared
by educators. It need not mean mofe
work for less pay or mechanization of
what myst remain a humanistic enter-
prise. 1t should mean gelling more
results for the money we spend, and
there are practical, feasible means of
effecting educational produgtivity in
New York City without having to rein-
vert the wheel.

Much of what needs to be done has
been pointed out before. One of the
most useful analyses is The Fleisch-
mann Reporl on the Quality, Cost, and
Financing of Elementary and Second-
ary Education in New York State,
which, like so mz 9y other reports
calling for educational reform has
been largely ignored.’ The Fleisch-
mann Commission was setup in 1989
by Governor Rockefeller because,
even then, public education in the
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Summary and Recommendations

The urban fiscal crisis will vittually ensure major
changes in public education in the nation's cities
over the nextiwo decades. Whilg the initial changes
May consist mainly of "austerity” measures, more
fundamental alterations could give greater long-
term vaiue to the student and the gommunity.

The key to this ransformalion |ies in the concept
of productivity. Productivity means better results
per dollar spent, an pperalional guideline that
would be an improvement over the recent past
when New York City produced the same, if nol
worse, results while spending more money.

A point of departure for exploring the past record
and futyre directions for improving productivity in
the city's public s chools is the work of the Fleisch-
Mann Commission, established by Governor Rocke-
feller in 1969 to investigate and recommend changes
iNnthe slate's eGucation system. The commission
found that, while educational quality was going
down, cosls were rising astronomically—a relation-
ship that would spel| disaster ior public education
untess major chamges were undertaken.

While the need for reform of the stale's linancing
ofeducation is as strong. if not siranger, loday than
it was in 1972, when the commissjon issued its re-
port, the chances of finding large sums of new
money o close the gap belween costs and reve-
nues are dimmer now. The conclysion is that, un-
less wefind ways fo get better educational resuits
for the money we spend, the quality of public edu-
cation will contiaue to dedline,

The best hope for productive public education in
New York City is for the public to press for changes
along the lollowing lines:

Stalf Quality: Have in each school a principal
commitled to high standards of siaff performance
and able to produce educational rosulls. Establish
procedures for selection, performance review, and
rétraining of staff, and, if necessary, dismissal of
{hese who are ineflective.

Negotiale changes in salary schedules so that
differentials are paid only lor graduate study or
inservice training that is likely to increase per-
formance.

Make sure that mew licensing systers currently
being deveioped put primary emphasis on ability to
perform, Abolish the Board of Examiners.

Mangagemenr! and Accountability: Give principals
more authority to run their schools but only within
required procedures for participation by students,
staff, and parents,

Manitor implementation of policy eslablishing
"tansuylative councils” of siafl, stydenis. and teach-
ers at each high school. Hold principals account-
able for the effecliveness of the councils with
regard to importanischool issyes,

Give community distrlcts more fiz¢aland mana-
gerial avtonomy while monitofing theiradherence
lo responsible decisjon-making procedures. Require
thern and the ceniral board to rempriprblicly to
lacilitate holding them accountabje joreducational
performarice and fiscal managdement,

A New Delivery Systern: Providg more educa-
lional options and alternatives to meet the varied
needs and learning slyles of children, making
greater use of out-of-school resoyrzes. E stablish
machinery to increase the use of yolyntears, busi-
ness firms. cultural institutions, and thelike.

Establish procedures for Providing reliable cost-
effectiveness data on alternative programs and for
moniloring their perfarmance and management,

Increase interagency collaboration for youth
services atthe Iocal level to be facililatedd by the
eslablishment of a citywide interage ncy committee.

Priority Budgeting: Through open hearings pro-
vide opporiunities for the public tg comment on
budget prierities and options. Hold hearings at the
district level on budget choices that must be made
after district allocations have been fixed.

Givedistricts fult aflocations ang: responsibility
for such services as lunch prggraméi repairs, trans-
portation, and curriculum develop ment, with the
oplion of “contracting back™ for thgm from the
central board, Decentralize some budget decisions
to the school and even the teacher jevels, with the
same '‘conlracting back” oplion,

Fix budgets, including those involving slate and
federalfunds, enough in advance spo |hat officials
at alf levels must esfablish realistic pricrities within
the amounts available,

Collective Bargaining: Prepare tor collective bar-
gaining through local discussions with principals,
teachers, and parenis 1o obtain their views about
existing contracts and new demangs, Provide ma-
Chinery (0 bring the results of these disgussions to
the bargaining table,

Base salary and benefit settlements on matro-
Politan area norms.

Insistthatso-called productivity gains offered as
justifications for salary and benefit jncreases do not
resull in reduced education for children. '

Conclude bargaining before a new pudget is
adopted, asrequired by the Taylor Law, sothat the
budget consequences of settlemenys gremore vis-
ible, Require full disclosure of all cosls of proposed
settieinents before they are agreed (o, '

Back lo Basics: Insist on achievementin reading,
writing. mathematics and academig sybjecls by all
students. Accepl other important edugatio nal goals,
such as creativity and social develgpment, only as
complements lo, not as substitutes o, positive re-
Sults in ihe basic subject areas.
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state wgs seen to be facing a “crisis”
5tgmming from some of the same fac-
tors thay have now hit New York City
with siich a vengeance-—a “relentless
Fis€in school coSts,” taxes "driving
industry from the state,”” and questions
as 1o wheyper the state's system of
educatign was “Meeting the objectives
expPected of it."”

The majn message of the report was
that publie education in New York
Stale, great as its accomplishments
had beep in the past, was failing to
meet the needs of today's youth.
Furthermgore, the public school sys-
tem Coylg not meet these ngeds with-
out signjficant changes. More money
would hg needed, and it would have
to be marg equitably distributed
throughgyt the state. But more than
money would be needed. Costs wefe
fast outstyjpping projected increases
in revenyes, and educational results
were shaowing liltle, if any, improve-
ment from the vastly increased ex-
pendilureg. The commission con-
cluded, therefore, that we must get
better agcational results for the
money we spend.

Experience in the four short years
since thg report Was issued bears out
the Commission's analysis. Over $1
billion has been added to New York
City's anpual appropriation for edu-
cation ginee 1970, with virtually no
sign that | has improved educational

" results, Apd now with the financial

crisis, continuirg to add vast sums of
money, aven if it were effective, is no
longer fegsible. The gap between the
funds the city schogls are likaly to

get and lhe funds Needed to cover the
increasad cosls projected from past
policies and practices has now grown
o hafl abillion dollars g year and is
still growing. The gap cannol pussibly
be filled, Past policies and practices
will have to be changed,

Declining Quality

Quality in education ig hard to de-
fine. >'etfor praclical purposes there
is mofe agreement on what conslitutes
quality educatinn than atfirst might
appear. Virtually everyone wants chil-
dren to learn to read. write, and cal-
culate, think clearly, and behave Te-
sponsibly so that as adults they will
be seil-suflicient citlizens, Some peo-
ple emMphasize academic achievement,
gthers vocational préparation; some
cognitive learning, others affective
learning; some independent thinking,
others learning of fraditional knowl.
edge; some crealivity and still others
authority, Byt most want a balancing
among all of these aims, They are
aware that schools cannot do the job
alone. but they do @xpectthem o do
their parl,

Educalional quality is also gifficult
to measyre, Achievement scofes and
dropout rates enly indirectly meéasure
the success of the educational pro-
grarn. since une cannol be certain
how mMuch of g student’s gchievement,
or lack of it, is due to schooling. !f.
on the other hand, we decide to
measure the level of educational laciti-
ties and services instead of the ré-
sults, we are also misled, since neéwer
buildings, smaller classes, extra coun-

—— s ——e LS

Tabie 1

PUPIL EyALUATION PROGRAM—PERCENTAGE OF PUPILS TESTED SCORING BELOW
STATEWIDE REFERENCE POQINT*

Hew York Stale

1970-71
3rd drade__path 21
—Reading 27
6th grade__pjath 32
© _—_peading 30

e

Source; Nay York State Educalion Depaftment,

New York City
1975-76 1870-71 1975-76
16 39 32
14 46 38
33 54 53
30 50 49

‘Based gp gtatewiﬂe vworms, 23% of those tested are expected to fall balpw a standard

reference point for “minimum competency”’

5 ecia) attention., _ —

in each grade and are regarded as in need of

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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selors, more training, or more super-
vi80rg may or may not contributa to
more |garning.

Acknowledging that traditional and
aviilgp|g data, such as reading scores
and dropout rates, are inadequate
méasyras of educational quality, the
Fleischrmann Commission, neverihe-
858, coneluded that the quality of
educaiion in New York State and MNew
YOrk City is inadeguate for today's
needs,

In rgporting on the Pupil Evaluation
Program (PEP), the commission noted,
"ghe of ype most striking phenomena
in the pep score data is that over
time, mare and more children through-
oul the giate are falling below the
minimym compelence level in both
redding and mathematics.” As Table 1
indicates, this was true for both New
York Sia1e and New York City.

Alsg worrisome is the fact that New
Yo'k City's power to retain students
in Schgp| has declined since 1969
when theg Fleischmann Commission
found that only 55 percent of the New
York City students enrolled in the
ninth grade in 1965-66 actually gradu-
atéd im 1969 as compared with 74 per-
cent for the total state. By 1974-75
the slgte education department re-
p(jl’tg that Mew York City's holding
poWer had declined to 49 percent
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while the total for the state dropped
to 71 percent.

These tigures show sixih-graders
in the public schools of the ity un-
able 1o read compeatenlly and more
than half the city's high school stu-
dents dropping out bafore graduation.
The conclusion is inescapable: about
half ol the city’s children are on a
conveyor belt toserious frouble, with
high risk of later unemployment,
crirne, drug addiction, and aliena-
tion. Tens of thousands of additional
students, although not in asserious
trouble, are afflicted with varying de-
grees of educational deficiency.

The picture projected by tie tradi-
tional achievement scores is clouded
further by the social chaos i many of
the city’s public schools. Results of a
recent Gallup Poll indicate that par-
ents are most concerned with de-
teriorating discipline, which makes
academic learning virtually impossible
and social l2arning often destructive.
The blame for this atmosphere js usu-
ally placed on students and their fami-
lies, with suspensions usedas a ool
to get the "troublemakers™ out of the
system. What is needed is notasys-
tem that pushes out studenls but ore
thatis both committed and flexible
enough to meet the needs of a diverse
enroliment The recent indiscriminate
shifls in personnel executed by the
Board of Education in responseto the
fiscal crisis have further eroded the
stability so necessary to learning. They
bespeak a production-line mentality
tHat ignores the impact of administra-
live policy on students and reduces the
likelihood of achieving quality
education.

The data repoited in the Fleisch-
mann Report and those available
singce 1972show a situatiorn of extreme
social default—perhaps even more
serjous to the city in the long run than
its current financial default. These
datashow that, even with the services
available befare the fiscal cfisis the
quality of education in New York
City—as in most cities—was danger-
ously inadequate, Now thege sarv ices
thernselves have bean draslically
cut back,

4

Rising Cost

While the quality cf education is
going down, thke cost is going up.*

The Fieischmann Commission detailed
the spiraling costs of education in

both New York State and New York
City, and more recent figures show
that the trend has continued, if not
accelerated, since 1972,

New York State: In the 1860s, total
spending for elementary and second-
ary educatian in New York State
rose from 1.8 billion in 1960-61 to $4.5
bitlion in 1969-70, an increase of 150
parcent. The |atest estimate from the
New York State Department of Edu-
cation is that, since the Fleischmann
Report, expenditures have risen to
$7.7 billion for 1975-76—a total in-
crease of over 300 percent in the
15-year peiiod since 1960-61. The
major increases have come from more
stalf and higher costs per staff
mamber.

The fastesi growing sector of the,
professional staff was nonclassroom
personnel, The Fleischmann Commis-
sion noted: “From 1965-66 to 1970-71
teachers again grew in numbers more

NEW YORK CITY BOARD OF EDUcATION EXPENDITURES

fapidly tham students, but the really
phenomenal increase was in the cate-
gory of ‘gther professional person-
ne|' " By 1971, nonclassroom posi-
tionsrepresented 15 percent of the
tota) professiondl staffin New York
compared to 10 percent in the nation.
Admittedyy. it is difficult to evaluate
the cost gifectiveness of nonclass.
rogm Personnel, whather librarians,
guidance counselors, or supervisors,
Nevertheess, the commission singled
Out siPervisors and guestioned why
it was Negessary for New York State,
with ils small pupil-teacher ratio, to
have 10 gypervisors for every 100
tegepers while 6to 100 was the ratio
for the country as a whole. In re-
Sponse to shrinking revenues, the
latest @stimale for 1975-76 reflects
adrgp in the total number of pro-
fessjonal staft. However, this drop
reprgsenys a8 decrease of 4.4 parcent
in glassropm teachers and onlya 1.7
Percent reduction in other profes-
siopal staff from the previous year,
SaldFies répresent the biggest item
of insiructional costs. In 1970-71 the
average galary for classroom teachers

e — — e

AND RUPIL ENROLLMENY

1950-1975

Expenditures
{inrnillions)

$2.400
2,200
2,000
1,800
1,600
1,400
1,200
1,600 L
BOO | _
600 |

oo |

200

Number of Pypiis
(in thousands)

1,200
1,100
1,000
300
800
700
600
500
1 400
— 300

ﬁ 200

100~

Sources: Board of Education Budget Requests, 1950-1975: The Fleisehmarnn Report; New
York Times, Sept. 20, 1976; Consume’ Prige INdex.

*Expanditures for 1978 and 1977 have shown g slight 40p. see Table 3, p. 6.




CORRECTION, PAGE 4

NEW YORK CITY BOARD OF EDUCATION EXPEN
AND PUPIL ENROLLMENT

1950-1975
Expenditures
(in millions)
52,400 __ — ] R S
2,200 | =

2,000 e
1,800 sﬁ;éﬂi—aézg\ign?aiment

4,800 [

1,400 |-

1,200 |-

1.030 |-
800
200 1 1967 " )
400 Expaﬁd\tures .....

200 == | ERPE

1950 1955 1960 1965 1970

Years

Sources: Board of Education Budget Requests, 1950-1975; The F
York Times, Sept. 20, 1976; Consuiner Price Index.

* Ex.pendltures for 1976 and 1977 have shown a sllght dr@p See Tab
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Table 2
NEW YORK CITY BOARD OF EUQAT]DN BUDGET-—SELECTED ITEMS

(millions of dollars)

Ham 1971-72
Debt service $167.1
Pensions 40.3*
Fringe benefits 71.7
Pupil transportation 55.6
School lunches 44.9

7 Increase
1975-76 1971-72 10 1975-76
Amouni Percent
%2855 914 54.7
359.3 319.0 791.6
144.7 72.4 101.0
104.3 48,7 87.5
113.3 68.4 152.3

Source: Deputy Chancellor Bernard Gifford's Report. February 4, 1976, Exhibit 8, p. 3.

*Reflects $86 million decrease from 1970-71 to 1971-72.

in New York State was $11,100,

about $2,000 more than the national
average, Between 1965-66 and 1975~
76, when the New York State average
is supposed to reach $15,950, average
salaries will have increased 81.5 per-
cent. The average salary in New York
Stale for nonclassroom, professional
positions in 1970-71 was $17.264, an
impressive 30 percent above the na-
tional average.

New York City: The Fleischmann
Commission documented even more
serious cost increases in New York
City. From 1960-61 to 1970-71 school
expenditures rose over 200 percent
while pupil enroliments increased only
16 percent (see Figure). A study of the
city's expenditures during the 1960s
states that much of the increases for
health, welfare, and family services, as
well as education, went to pay salaries
that were higher than those for com-
parable positions in private enter-
prise.* Only one-third of the Board of
Education’s increased expenditures
for elementary and sscondary educa-
tion from 19860 to 1870 could be ai-
tributed to increased enroliments and
inflation.

What did the Board of Education
spend its money on? From 1960-61 to
1970-71 mean salaries for elementary
and junior high school teachers in-
creased by 73 percent. As a result of
growth in the number of staff, the
student-teacher ratio declined from
25.3:1 to 19.3:1, and the student-total
professional staff ratio went down
from 22.4:1 to 17.1:1. New York City's

Q
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ratios dropped even lower than the
stale's in 1974, to 17.7:1 for student-
teacher and 15.1:1 for students-total
professional stalf, In addition, there
was a net gain of 9,185 "backup per-
sannel,” which accounted for 19 per-
cent ofthe total increase in instruc-
tional salaries.

The author of the study concludes:

In sum, we have examined the larg-
est component of education ex-
penditures—instructional salaries—
and found that only about 8 percent
of the increase is attributable to
higher enroliment. About 45 percent
of the additional expenditures were
devoled exclusively to higher sal-
aries, of which about 15 percant
represenis salary gains beyond
those achieved in the private sector.
New programs including reduced
class size, additional specialized
personnel, and new paraprofassion-
als claimed about 35 percent of the
additional expenditures. About 12
percentof the rise was unaliocat-
able to any of the speciiic changes
on the basis of our estimates.t

New York City's Education Budget
Since 1972 .

The overall New York City educa-
tion budget has increased $785 mil-
lion or 40 percent from 1971-72 to
1975-76. Inflation was partially re-
sponsible lor the increase, but other
factors contributed even more, Five
items in the education budget in-
creased more than 50 percent
(Table 2).

Two items that were relatively small
in the 1971-72 budget—debt service

7

and pensions—had a combined in-
crease ol more than $400 million or
198 percent. In contrast, the insiruc-
tional budget, apart from pensions,
increased only 376 million—or 7 per-
cent from the 1971-72 allocation of
$1,109 million to $1,185 miliien in
1975-76.

In comparing New York City with
the four other largest cities in New
York State, the Education Study Unit
of the Consultants Advisory Panel to
Governor Carey found that New York
City's higher expenditures appeared
to stem from higher per pupil ex-
penditures in three areas—central ad-
ministration, transportation, and pen-
sions. For example, in 1970-71 New
York City was spending only about
$15 more annually per pupil for cen-
tral administration than the next high-
est-spending city of Rechester, but in
1973-74 it was “"spending approxi-
mately $61 per pupil more for central
administralion than any of the other
big four cities.” The Education Study
Unit also found that the proportion
spent for instructional services had
declined from 50.3 percent in 1970-71
tov43.0 percent in 1973-74, While the
total budget increased by 43,6 per-
cent, the increase for instructional
services was only 22.5 percent.

In summary, expenditures in New
York City have been rapidly rising for
items of questionable educational
value to children, In the early 1950s,
ihe entire school system was run on
an average of $250 million a year. By
1973, annual increases of $200-3300
million were settling in as ""normal.”
Yet even these amounts were re-

insufficient. The gap between budget
requests and actual increases granted
rose from $389 million in 1871 to $530
million in 1976. The contrast with gaps
of less than 350 million in the 1850s
and 1960s is striking (Table 3). The
palicies of the past two decades have
carried us to a point where not only
does each year's budgetl increase,
but the gaps in the past five years
belween these budgets and the
amounts the system has said it needs
are larger than the entire school
budget 20 years ago.

om



Table 3

NEW YORK CITY BOARD OF EDUCATION BUDGET

(in millions)

For Direest

Requested
Increase for
Following Year

Edueational
Year Programs*
1950 % 209 5 10
1951 210 20
1952 239 ki:]
1953 250 29
1954 262 62
1955 289 22
1956 311 3g
1857 355 68
1958 362 a3
1959 85 37
18960 406 41
1961 453 60
1962 482 86
1963 565 81
1964 728 109
1965 745 120
1966 878 161
1967 848 151
1968 1,030 278
1969 1,186 154
1970 1,258 380
187 1,487 432
1872 1,530 502
1873 1,664 823
1874 2,028 614
1875 2,265 519
1976 2,253 435
2178

1977

Actual
increase for
Following Year

Gap Belween
Request and
Actual Increase

5 1 $ 9
26 (6)
14 22
12 17
27 35
22 0
44 (5)
7 61
23 10
21 16
47 (6)
29 31
83 3

163 (82)
67 42
89 3
72 89
82 69

156 122
70 84

231 149
43 389

134 368

364 459

236 378
(12) 531
(75) 510

Source: NewYork CityBoard of Education, Annual Budget Requests.

‘Excludes reimbursable state and federal programs. services for nonpublic schools, debt
service, and services, suchas healand power. managed by other agencies.

Uncertain Financing

When the Fleischmann Report was

feleased, many peopie feltthatthe
city’'s difficulties in fimancing educa-

tion could be solved by reform ofthe
state system of linancing Some hoped
thal the stale would assume full finan-

cial responsibility for the New York
City school system, as the commyis-
sion recommended. Today reither

major financial reformnora largein-

fusion of state funds appears immi-
nent, though the prob lerms that mo-
tivated the creation ofthe Fleisch-
mann Commission remain.

The Fleischmann Report was writ-
ten during an era in which very large

increases in annual funding had al-
ready been achieved and more
.seemed possible. We are mow in a
different era, One can point 1o the
state’s share in previous years o
argue why funding should bein-

&
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creased. but such arguments do not
produce the large increases in fund-
ing needed. New York State's share
of funding its public schools had
dropped from the all-time high of

48 percentin 1968-69 to 39 percent
in 1975-76. But the funds needed to
make up this reduced share increased
fraom $2 billion to $3 billion. The rea-
son, of course, is that total state and
local spending for public schools in-
creased during this same period by
83 percent—from $4.2 billion to §7.7
billion—more than offsetting the $1
billion increase in state aid.

How realistic is it to expect that
revenues can keep up with cost in-
creases of the magnitude experienced
in recent years? When the Fleisch-
mann Commission in 1972 recom-
mended a $1 billion increase just to
equalize the state financing system
and pay for various improvements the

i

Q

commission deemed necessary, it
estimated that increased state rev-
enues would be sufficient to cover
|hese increases, il notin the first
year. then at least in a year or two,
However, a comparison of the statle
budget projections made in 1972 with
{he actual situation that developed in
thie years following publication of the
report shows that by 1976-77 instead
of the anlicipated $400 million surplus
fhere was a 3400 million deficit.
Furthermore, state aid actually in-
creased about $591 niillion between
1972-73 and 1975-76 without achiev-
ing any meaningful reform in either
eclucational practices or their
fimancing.

Despite many years of "equaliza- -
lion™ formulas, wide variations con-
linue to exist Among school systems
across the state in the resources
available for each child. Reliance on
the local property tax has made edu-
calion resources a function of place
of residence. State courts elsewhere
are beginning to see the long unre-
sclved problem of inequitable dis-

{ri bution ofeducational resources
not only as undesirable but also as
uriconstiiutional,

In New York State, Levittown has
vndertaken a lawsuit in the hope that
a court decision will force the state
to squalize educational resources.’®
New York and several other of the
stale's largestcilies have entered the
suil as “intervenors,” Their complaint is
ncl thal they are property-poor but
that they h ave greater needs, higher
¢osts, and more demands on school
dollars frorm noneducational types of
services, For example, New York City,
with 32 percent of the state’'s public
school pupils, has 75 percent of the
stale's pupils from welfare families,
38 percent of the state's handicapped
pupils, 49 percent of the state’s voca-
tional pupils, and 91 percent of the
state's non-English-speaking pupils.
The city does not get whal it needs
from the state to educate these
pupils.®

In addition to meeting the special
needs of cily children, it costs more in
New York City than it does upstate to
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provide equivalent education. The
cost of land for school buildings in
New York City over the pasl seven
years has averaged $217,900 per acre,
compared with 56,000 per acre in the
downstate suburbs and as [ow as
$974 per acre in some upslaie coun-
lies. New York City also pays rela-
tively higher teacher salaries, and
currently more than one-half of jts
teaching staffl is at the top lavel of the
salary scale These higher costs are
also not reflected in the basic state
aid formula.

Important as these issues are, how-
gver, it is unrealistic to assyme that
they will necessariiy be resolved in
the city’s favor either in the tourt or
in the legisiature. Courts elsewhere
by and large have neglected the spe-
cial urban factors in their "“equaliz-
ing"’ decisions. Even when a gourt
does rule out an existing formula, as
in New Jersey, the legislature still
has to adopt a new formula and ap-
propriate the needed funds,

The city will have a hard time per-
suading a court or the legislature to
adopt a fermula that will pay for sal-
aries and benefits in the city that are
higher even than those in wealthy
suburbs, It will have a hard enough
time persuading it to meet the special
needs and unavoidable extra costs of
urban education, or even to eliminate
some of the more glaring inequities
that have persisted for many years.

A further problem is that the city is

the state can levy to increase funding.
When the Fleischmann Report was |s-
sued Board of Education officials cal-
culated that the proposal for full state
funding and equalization, far more
radical than the legislature has shown
any inclinatiop of passing, would ac-
tually result in a net /oss for the city
through increased taxes collectad in re-
turn for added state support of the
school system.

Whichever way one turns, one is
met with the harsh reality that large
sums of money must come from
somewhere—but the wells have run
dry. Many school officials stilt hope
that federal-aid might come to the
rescue. Some increases might be

Q
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forthcoming, but reality dictates that
city educational policy should not be
based on exaggeraled expectations,
In recent years, New York City has
been receiving lesser shates of fed-
eral funds, and, with pressures at the
national and focal levels for govern-
ment economy and lower taxes, it will
be hard to increase the lotal pie
enough to produce increases suffi-
cient to cover the growing local
deficit. Even at its heighl, federal
funding for the city rarely exceeded
3300 million annually, and this year
itis loss than %200 milion.

In the past, when hopes for stale or
federal financing were unrealized,
city and school officials turned to
budget gimmicks, rollovers, and reck-
less borrowing to cover deficits. For
a lew years these schemes permitted
officials and the public to avoid real-
ity. But now we know that these prac-
tices helped lead the city to the edge
of bankruptcy, with the Board of Edu-
cation's deficits perhaps contributing
more lo the fiscal crigis than those of
any other municipal agency. When
the bubble burst, the board was un-
prepared. With no plan for reducing
costs or resetting priorities, it cut
essential educational services,

Now with the use of fiscal gim-
micks cut off. reality must be faced.
While continuing to press for fairer
aid fermulas, we cannot expectin-
creases of the magnitude needed to
cover the gaps being generated by
present policies. Taxes have reached
real econemic limits where further
increases only erode the {ax base and
produce less revenye. The only real-
istic avenue open is to learn how to
provide the highest possible quality
education within tha bounds of the
resources available.

Productivity—Results per Dollar

The facts confront us with hard
choices. The Committee for Economic
Development (CED) points out that
elected officials across the nation
“are telling their constituents that
soaring costs confront government
with two alternatives: aither increase
taxes or cut back services.” The -
CED’s answer to the dilemma is “a

third option . . | increase gavernment
productivity,”s

Education faces an additional prob-
lem: its services were not praducing
adequale educational fesults even be-
fore the financial crisis. Cutling serv-
ices is clearly not an acceptable
answer. Even preserving past levels
ot service is not enough. We have to
find ways to ingrease quality in the
face of rising costs and declining

* revenues. In education. therefore.

even more than in other areas of gov-
ernmenl, the answer mMust be found in
increased productivity.

In education it is especially impor-
tant to think of productivity in terms
of getting more resu/ts, and not just
more services, for the Money we
spend. For a government service, like
sanitation or transpertalion, getting--
more services may suffice, since the
service—e.g., trash collections per
week or the amount of bus service—
largely defines what we want from the
government agency. Bul in edycation
services are merely a means to pro-
duce education results. It has yet to
be demonstrated what the rejation-
ships are between more Supervisors
or counselors, newer buildings, in-
creased salaries, more @guipment, or
@ven new programs, and increased
adycational resylts.

Another impartant reason that re-
sults, rather than services, should be
the focus of productivity is that little
can be done to increase the services
per dollar. Education is labor-inten-
sive, and addilional services mean
mostly increased staff. which in turn
means increased costs: résulting in
no gains in productivity. However,
results per dollar can be increased.
Results per dollar give Us asound,
working definition of productivity.

How do we increase educatjonal
results per dollar spent? Educational
research has, in recent Years, putin-
Creasing emphasis on ''Production
functions” and statistical analyses
relating "inputs’ to “outpuls,” Some
of this research reinforées common-
sense perceptions of the importance
of the teacher and the principal inthe
learning process, However, neither
research findings nor common sense
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have yet evidenced any powerful
eflect on school practices. Possibly,
this is because the research is still in
a relatively primitive stage, measur-
ing only the most easily measurable
variables, but not necessarily the
most important. More probably, how-
ever, it is because schools and school
gystems tend to decide policies and
practices on the basis of role ex-
paciations or power relationships
rathier than rational determinations
ahout how to achieve maximum re-
sults for the dollars spent.®

If we want to get more results per
dollar, we have to focus on the de-
cision-making process and make sure
that when decisions are made, pro-
ductivity is taken into account. There
are iwo main types of decisions so
far as productivity is concerned: (1)
decisions about adding dollars to, or
subtracting dollars from, the budget,
and (2) decisions about the regular
aperation of the school system within
an approved budget. Productivity has
a sgmewhat different dynamic in each
of these areas of decision-making. As
short-hand formulas: (1) when add-
ing or subtracting money, spend dol-
lars to get results; (2) when operating
within a budget, get results for the
dollars spent,
Spending Dollars to Get Results

As we have seen from the dala, no
nezcessary relationship exists between
spending more money and getting
more results. New York City doubled
the expenditure between 1950 and
1960, doubled it again by 1967, and
then doubled it again by 1973. Since
1970 we have increased the expendi-
ture for the public schools by $7
billion, But there has been litlle evi-
dence of improved pupil performance,

Most of the increases in New York
GCity and New York State have not
heen applied to factors that produce
stducational results, but rather to
covar the costs of inflation, increased
gtalf costs, increased "support” sery-
ices, and often ill-planned and ill-
managed “innovations.” Of course,
added costs due to inflation obviausly
cannot be expected to produce added
rasults, Nevertheless, even taking into

E
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account justifiable increases In costs,
there have been hundreds of millions
of dollars added to the New York City
edycational budget without sueh
justifications and with little thought
as (o whether the money spent would
get more results, The FleisChmann
Commission pointed out, for instance,
that the money spent to pay salary
“differentials" to teachers for their
added course credits was almost to-
tally wasted so far as increased edu-
cational results were concerned, Like-
wise, no serious analysis of produc-
tivity has been undertaken to justify
increasing the proportions of ad-
ministrators and other nonteaching
staif so much more than those in
ather states.

The lack of altention * results is
evidenced by the way u..e Board of
Education allocates resources to meet
the griticel needs of poor and minor-
ity children. As the Fleischmann Com-
mission pointed out, resources that
might increase educational resylts—
experienced teachers—are allocated
to white, middle-class areas, along
with extra salary funds to pay for
them, leaving schools in pOverty areas
with a disproportionate share of inex-
perienced teachers and no extra dol-
lars to compensate for their inexperi-
ence, Meanwhile, the head of the
teachers union justifies large in-
creases in teaching staffs in recent
years on grounds that in the early
1960s the “student population de-
manded far fewer services than those
sorely needed by . ., the large num-
ber of disadvantaged youngsters in
the city schools today.” A good
many of those extra teachers are used
ta cover additional teacher prepara-
tion periods in Title | schools, ac-
counting for one of the largest ex-
penditures of extra funds in needy
areas—350 million. (A total of $120
millign per year is spent on prepara-
tion periods.) It is reasonable to ask
how much effort was made to con-
sider whether this expenditure of $50
million for additional teachers would
actually benefit neady students,

There is & corollary to the rule of
spending money where it Will get
more results: when you have to cut
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expendityrgs, cut those that will
diminish results the least, However,
there I8 no gvidence that the board,
confroNted py the Crisis budget of
1975-76, considered the impact on the
educalion of children of cutting rela-
tively Morg teachers than administra-
tors of ©f reducing the length of the
schoo! day,

Gettind Resylts for Dollars Spent

incl@aseq educalional productivity
is linkéd tg the day-to-day administra-
tion of Schools as Well as to the
budgé! brocess. This tact has wrongly
caused worry that effarts to increase
produCtivity would feturn schools to the
"swealShep'" atmosphere of the 1880s.
Thos€ Whe fear productivity mistak-
enly 8PBly the industrial model to edu-
cation a@ng conclude that, because
education js “labor-intensive” and
not subjecy to incréased productivity
throudh mechanization, the only way
to gel More results per dollar is to
make t®achers work harder or 1o pay
them lesg. The truth is otherwise.
Education provides wide opportuni-
ties fOr ingreasing Productivity with-
out e*Plaiting teachers, Indeed, in-
creased productivity should go hand-
in-hand with greater job satisfaction.

productiyity variables in education
that havg often been neglected in
New YOrk gity schools include: (1)
staff §D"npetéﬂéé. (2) staff motivation,
(3) client jpput, and (4) out-of-school
resourCes:-a brief discussion of these
factorS hare will 1@y the basis for re-
viewing sgme of the Flejschmann
ComMissjon's recOmmendations that
can iNCregge productivity in New York
City 5Choals.

1. Staff gompeténce: In few fields
besides edycation can results vary so
much depending On the competence
of stalf- This is. in Part, because
teaching, py its nature, cannot be
supelViseq or managed as effectively
as other types of émployment. Once
the téBther is in the classroom the
resull depend alMost entirely on
whether the teacher knows what she
or heis doing-

The Same rule 8Pplies, to an even
greater degree, t0 School principals,
since @n entire staff's productivity de-



sends an a principal's ability to pro-
mote high teacher and student moraie,
proper staffing and organization, and
good support from parente for their
childrer's learning. If every school
had an effective principal. this factor
alone would do more than any other
to increase the educational results
achieved by the school system,

2, staff motivation: Productivity in
education is highly susceplible to vari-
ations jn motivation, A teacher with a
given amount of skill and training
might be productive in one school and
not productive in another. Motivation,
in large part dependent on the skills -
of the principal, can make the differ-
ence, A principal committed to in-
creasing children’s learning will find
ways o stimulate maximum teacher
mativation.!"

3. client input: Praductivity in edu-
cation can aiso be strongly affected
by client input—rnore so than in most
other figlds. This is because in educa-
tion most of the actual work is done
by the ¢lient, i.e., the student. The
student's efforts produce the desired
learning; the teacher and the school
only facilitate student learning, But 8
teacher's skill and efforts only carry
50 far, |f the student does not co-
operate, literally work with the
teacher and the school, the results
will be poor, regardless of the amount
of effort, skill, and money expended.

-Likewise, the support and encourage-
ment of parents and community, who
are ajso clients of the system, can
alfect productivity.

Gaining the cooperation of students
and parents is, of course, a large part
of the responsibility of a good teacher
or principal, but this key factor also
depends on many conditions outside
the school's sole control, such as par-
ent support, peer pressures, and
school/ community relations. If these
conditions are favorable, much more
can be accomplished with no in-
creased effort—indeed in some cases
with decreased effort—on the part of
the teacher. :

4. Out-ol-school resources: Out-of-
school resources are an additional
avenue for increasing productivity. If
all learning is facilitated solely by
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paid school personnel, then scarce
dollars will not go far. However,
schoaol volunteers, student tutors,
other youth-serving agencies, local
apprenticeship and career opportuni-
ties. cultural institutions, and organi-
zations with community service oppor-
tunities can all help to produce more
educational results with little increase
in school expenditure.

In sum, contrary to common belief,
education is capable of great in-
creases in results per dollar spent.
The question is how to achieve this
in Naw York City.

Achieving Produclivity in
New York City Schools

There are specific areas where ac-
tion can be taken to increase produc-
tivity in New York City public schools.
Recommendations in the Flaischmann
Report can be acted upon immedi-
ately to make public education work
despite the fiscal crisis. The recom-
mendations are grouped as follows:

Staff Quality

A New Delivery System
Priority Budgeting
Collective Bargaining
Back o Basics

NS

Stalf Quality

Recognizing that nothing is more
important to productivity or quality
education than an effective stafl, the
Fileischmann Commission recom-
mended improvements in the selec-
tion, licensing, and training of staff
and emphasized performance as the
prime criterion, rather than course
credits or scores on teachers exami-
nations. The commission recom-

mended abolishing the New York Gity -

Board of Examiners (which itself
costs 33 million a year) and revamp-
ing the state licensing system irto a
system of teacher internships in which
licenses are awarded on the basis of
demonstrated performance on the job.
The commission also recommended
special “lighthouse schools” for in-
service training, a state teacher corps
for low-income areas, and separate

A1

Management and Accountability

status and pay for a differentiated staff
of intarns, classroom teachers, special
teachers, and master teachers.

Because of budget culs, there is
little opportunity now for applying im-
proved teacher selection criteria or
institutina the long-needed internship
program and staff differentiation.
There are, however, opportunities
for better staff training. The commis-
sion recommended, for instance, that
we stop paying teachers extra for tak-
ing miscellaneous courses chosen by
them more often for their schedule
convenience than for their relation to
improved instruction of pupils. The
pay differential funds shouid be used
instead for inservice training that is
specifically designed to help teachers
improve their teaching performance.

There is a greater opportunity for
applying riew criteria for the selection
of supervisors. Not only is a new
licensing system being developed be-
cause of the Chance-Mercado court
decision, which enjoined the old li-
censing examinations,'! but the con-
stant turnover in supervisors offers
important opportunities for selecting
principals, assistant principals, and
program directors who can perform
eflectively.

One approach to staff quality, espe-
cially relevant now, is to remove
those who are not effective and can-
not be helped to improve through
training. This is an unpleasant sub-
ject, but little is more unproductive
than spending $26,000 a year for a
teacher (now the median cost in New
York City, counting salary and fringe
costs) who cannot or will not teach
effectively.

Even less productive is spending
$40,000 a year for a principal who
cannot run a school effectively. Even
if classes are small and the building
is filled with expensive equipment
and supplies, quality education will
not result if leadership and school
management are ineffective.

The school system must be fair in
its evaluation and, if necessary, sepa-
ration of staff; otherwise staff morale
can be destroyed. But in the end, it
must be uncompromising in removing
ineflective staff. If this is done fairly,



staff morale will be enhanged, not de-
stroyed; nothing is more discouraging
to conscientious teachers and super-
visors than incompetent or nonfunc-
tioning colleagues.

Management and Accountahility

In the foreword to the commission's
report, Chairman Manly Flaischmann
noted that, in addilion to its mandate
to consider the quality, ¢ost and
financing of the stata's schools, the
commission had added iwo other sub-
jects—governance and grganization—
which must be considered fpro-
posals for substantive change are to
achieve their maximum henefits.”” As
the Committee for Economic Develop-
ment has pointed aut, the principles
for getting results are naj Mmysterious;
“'the missing ingredient in many gov-
ernment agencies has bean the will
and ability of managers to apply
them.”"¥ There must be batter man-
agement and accountability if we want
improved productivity,

School-level management: The
Fleischmann Commission emphasized
improved management and account-
ability on the school level, Its con-
cepts are similar to the "school-sjte
management” movement now gaining
attention across the country. More
decisions should be madg by the
school principal with 1he participation
of staff, students, and parents. Prin-
cipals should be chosen by “'parent
advisory councils™ but, once chosen,
should have much more authority, in-
cluding more contral over the selec-
tion of teachers, Thers should be a
system of “'schooi-by-szhool account-
ability,” with an annual pupil-perfarm-
ance report prepared by each school,
and the budget should be decentral-
ized so that “each individual school
would be treated as a single account-
ing unit.” Large schouls could be
broken up into minischaols,

It should be easy to see why in-
creased school-level management
would increase productivity in light of
the factors mentioned earlier, The
skill and knowledge exercised by
teachers and principals ang exercised
at the school level; thay wark best
with minimum interference from cen-
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tral bureaucracy. Motivation cannot
be mandated from the tap or created
by central directives, Client input is
also most productively mobilized at
the school lavel.

In New York Gily some schools
have moved toward more school-level
management, mostly by dint of the

forcelul leadership of individual prin-
cipals. somatimes with the support of
parents, a community superintendent,
or a district school hoard, and often
despile hostility from the eentral
bureaucracy. For gxample, at P.S. 84
on the upper west side of Manhattan
strong teamwork among parents, staff,
and principal in 1975-76 saved the
school's "'open classraom” arrange-
ments from total disruption by
centrally-administered staff “excess-
ing“‘ruiesi which would have trans-
fered specially trained, open-class-
room teachers from .5, 84 while
bringing in more senjor teachers with-
vear, however, the axcessing rules
have just about killed the school's in-
structional pragram,

The effects of schaol-level manage-
ment on schoal achigvement, staff
morale, and schooi-parent relations
are usually noticeable, A 1974 study
by the State Office of Education Per-
formance Review {Kiepak Report)
compared two city elementary schoals,
ane high achieving and one low
achieving but bathwilh similar
student bodies (over half from fami-
lies receiving weifare) and similar ex-
penditures.'* The school with signifi-
cantly higher achiavement scores,
better staff morale, and better com-
munity relations was found to have an
“administrative team which provided
a good balance belween both man-
agement and instructional skills, It
had developed & plan for dealing with
the reading problem and had imple-
mented the plan throughout the
school.” The study concluded that the
“administrative behavior, policies and
practices in the schaols appeared to
have a significant impact on school
effectiveness.” Tha key point is that
both schools aperalad within the same
city system and under the same city-
wide policies and administration. The
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difference was what happened at the
school level,

In the case of the high schoals in
New York City, which remain under
centrai board control, there has been
some shift toward schoal-level man-
agement through the introduction of a
“unit allocation” budget system,
which gives high school principals
somewhat greater flexibility in deter-
mining the number and assignment of
different kinds of staif, Although some
principals have resisted the increased
authority and others have welcomed
it, it is clear that the effectiveness of
the principal in a school will differ
depending on whether accountability
and authority are centered at the
schoaol level or remain with a central
bureaucracy.

Another potentially important shift
toward school-level management in
the city's high schools is the require-
ment fora “consultative council” of
students, parents. staff, and admin-
istration at each high school. Al-
though this policy was adopted in
1969, its implementation and success
have depended almost entirely on the
leadership of individual principais.
Principals who feel that such councils
threaten their authority have found
ways to keep them ineffectual. Prin-
cipals who have welcomed the sup-
port and assistance of such collabora-
tive planning have more effective
schools.

District-level accountability: While
the Fleischmann Commission’s main
emphasis for organizational reform
was on school-level management, the
report also called for more clear-cut
accountability and authority at the
district level in New York City. There

" is a mindless saying in New York

educational circles that "'decentraliza-
tion has been tried, and it didn't .
work.” Those who know the system
know that decentralization has not yet
been tried. As the Fleischmann Cem-
mission found in 1972, the gover-
nance of the New York City schools
under the so-called decentralization
law of 1969 “remains an impenetrable
thicket.” While there are district
boards that can do much to improve
education if they are willing to fight



‘hard enough, the basic Personne! and

budget system, which are at the peart
of administrative control; Temajn
mostly centralized.

The continuation of the “impene-

trable thicket’ of confused autherity
between central and coMMmunity
school boards greatly impairs the pro-
ductivity of the system. COnsiderable
resources are used up in decjpherind

- and arguing about central directives.
bulletins, cifculars, and Mandates thal
flow from central headquarters, Noné
of this effort and expense improves
instruction for children. It is not dol-
lars épeni to get results.

More important, there i8 no ipncen-
tive for productivity—no incentive fof
getting more results from the meney
spent, When District 3, for instance,
tried 1o cut dawn on teacher gpsences
and use the money saved for mgre
productive purposes, the Centrg|
board went to court to upPhold it right
to control substitute teacher aj|gca-
tions, The central board Won, thys
effectively Killing the district's motiva-
tion to cut down on teacher apsgnces.
(The policy has since been parijally
changed.) Likewise, the Schogj junch
program, although supposediy ynde’
the jurisdiction of the community
boards, is still administered cenirally:
Although several studies have ghown
that a district might be able to ggrve
better and cheaper lunches through
its own operation, saving as mycgh as
$35 million citywide, there is ng in-
centive to do so, since present pudgét
policies would not |et the district keeP
the savings it might gain.

We still have, in fact, 2 ¢lassjc cas®
of a bureaucratic system in whigh no
one seems to be accountable for mil-
lions of dollars of visibly wasted,
unproductive expenditures, The
Fleisgchmann Commigsion recom-
mended strongly that this could be
cured, at least partially. by giving
more clear-cut authority to the gom-
munity boards and then holding thern
accountable for using available funds
praduyctively.

A New Delivery System

Cforts 1o improve staff quality,
agement, and accouNtabiljty are

impo rtan t—b it they ae rmot é@nowigh.
If our onlyprablem were R0 Maimtain
a levesl of serwicesin the faces of in-
creasing costsand limitesd dOllars,
perhaps thess effort= worlld Suffi ce.
Bui, as wehave noted, th=2 re sults
were not sati Slactory evem with eist=
ing sewices; more fuundarmen al ad-
jrestments willbe neexded In the exduc @
tional system- In ordexrto get the
degree ofinc reased prod uctEvily
needad inNew Yok City we need, i
effect,a new kindof educalional de-
livwery system.-

The Flalsc hmamn Com rission, al-
thaough never clearly sayimg that we
need anew edicatio nal delivery sys-
ten, nevarheless made s=eve ral roc-
ommaend aliors that point 10 the kay
etements of & newsyslem. A recent
national repo i characderizedsuch a
new system &s an "e dicalional sys-
tem” rathver than a“scho Ol swsten.”!!
Schools wou kd still play smcemtrairol e
bat with (1) more options andalterna
tives for students, (2 beter Lse of
oat-otschool resources, %3) rmoreinte-
gration wih olhe ryo uh serv ices, Ars
“educational system ™ of Bhis kindis
guite ditfererslfrom the pesent sys-
ten—differe Mt irs wavys th 8t Sould
materially inCrease prodelctivity, And
vel it s a system thatcarabe dewel-
oped. In fict iis devesloprment is al-
ready under way.

Opiiorss arrd Adlerriativess: The rec-
o mmendalio ns by theFlelscEman
Commission for greaater district-Fevel
decentralization and grealer screool-
l&vel marnageemen! aFeiruporiant be-
cause thestimuius forgreater produst-
tivity cormes From de man dls for resu/ts,
and thesede mands A s=trongest at
the levelsclosestlo thos® who have
the g reatest interest in rezsults, namely,
p arenls and stuckents, Th-e Fleisch-
mann Commission, Fowvesver. also
racormmendesd anotheer w-ay to yse th
natural inter@sts of prarersis And siu-
dentslo increase produczlivity: greater
student and parent choicse. T he com-
mission Noted that d iflerent students
often need dilferent kind=of pro-

g rams and recormmended a wider
rangeof optionalprograrms with dif-
farenistyles of learming, uchas
“open" o tradition al” imstruction,

a nd diffe rent oriesntations, seach 28
caree arl drama, OF Cormmunity
sevice .

In 2dditiory 1o ifs InStru-clional Meritg,
a newsysslem of opticons and aliegma-
tives could jrmpreave €ducational -Pro-
ciuctivity Tthr(:;ugh iis effect an gtgﬂ _
motivation, cligntinp W, znd abil ity to
U se OUlsicle resorices A systens of
O plio s Wiyl net derpen d o bus e
crati CSuPensisioR o Provide ext @Na|
rmotivalion fortha@schosl statl (o Por-
form vell istalf motiveatioon would be
provided by the compelitive situ@lion.
inwhich program suEVival depends
on puUpil Berform NCE.

Greate rstaff rotivetion irs alt&Na-
tive sthodls by pomEINS de pen s nly
on nejative pressuress. Evaluations of
these€schools recorck higrh staff rMorale
and astrang seri e o mi ssion, The
staff has morg coOntrl over the R80-
Formancez of e scheal and oflef re-
sporn 88 Posit ivel v 10 the <hallenge
They re proud ©f what t hey are 0ing
zand want lo dg it beter,

ForsomMmewhat lhe same reascn®
the chanaas for cllerstinput are in-
creastd. [ parerils 8 M slyd ents
chooese & school - e’y have an inves).
rmentin ils sygeess. The school 18
ollerimone oilented oward self-help,
symbolizing 1 students that the’
teachers are jhefo te2hekp them 102,
but that 1 earming has- 1o be done bY
t he slidents,

Lasly, asystemofoptionscanim.
‘prove praduclividy trenugh its gFéater
abilityto lajlor progrimsto the NB@gs
of indviclual ¢hil drer. Staft corspe-
tenc@hasbegn 1istecdas a K ay factor
inprodudliviy, it téching thatMay
work wel Ifor gorme c=hild ren may No1
vork wel lfar gtiaors. School.lgv el
rmanagerment and dislic tac cou Nabil.
ity can Irmprave the Charces for 98N
el 1ybeter gaffperiorman ce, but
ther@wl1d 811 per chilldre n who willl Mot
benefit f rom gorre ¢ Vass koo rms r10
rmatter haw commpetesnt ot well-prioti=
wvitedhe@tegehez! If he momay SPemt
ana kacher es Uts high gep iBve-
rmentior lwenty <hilcrery, b peof
achieverment for no-her three, 10—
cuctivity wiif pe Increased if the hree
can 90 INla gclass S program £hat
workks mearg proclictively for theem:

1
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Out.of-school resources: A new
educational delivery system can en-
harce the use of out-of-school re-
soulces, We have syggested that this
often-neglected factor can increase
the resy|ts for students without in-
credsing costs. New York City's cul-
tural, artistic, recreational, vocational,
commercial, and other resources are
extraordinary, yet many of our chil-
dren go through school untouched by
thern. Harmful influences have ne
difficulty in getting into our schools,
but Many influences and experiences
thai can help children have been
closed oyt of their lives because we
have narrowly confined education te
*schogls"—schools with walls.

Programs in New York City and
across the country are breaking
through these walls and showing the
potential of using outside resources,
Varioug "schools without walls™ are
only the most obvious examples, In
New York City, the School Volunteer
Prodram enlists the sewvices of thoy.
sands of individual tutors who not only
help students with academic achieve-
ment byt ajso provide important hu-
man interactions that help develop
self-Confiden ce, better human rela-
tions. and jnterestin jearning. The
Open Doors Program has opened up
cooperative relationships between
public schgols and many of the city's
business firms, providing opportuni-
ties for carear eXPosure, understand-

.ingthe acapomic world, use of cor-

poration talent, and association with
adults other than teachers and par-
ents. The Lincoln Center education
program and many others, such as the
City Arts Workshop, The Teachers
and Wrilers Gollaborative, and The
Museums Collaborative, show the po-
tentlal of {he clly's cultyral world,
intégratad Youth Services: One
utilizaéttion of outside regources that
deserves gpecial Mention is toopera-
tion with other youth-sering agencies,
both Public and privale. There Is so
much dup|ication and overlapping,
andy®t so many cracks for youngslers
to slip batwean, that the idea of inte-
grating various programs has been
recomMended by Many phservers, but
with little effect, mostly pecause it
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would require ¢change by a number of
autonomous agencies. The bureaticra-
cies in mental hegjth, recreation,
criminal justice, joster care, and so-
cial services are 55 resistant to change
as is public €dyegtion. They tend lo
reward internaj joyalty rather than
cooperalion With gther agencies. This
isespecially trug when the coopera-
tion leads 10 Ingregsed productivity,
which might Megp an agency having
logive up an arej of activity rather
than simply @ddjpg ** coordinators™ or
“liaison officers, v

If resistance |o jntegrated services
tan be ovelCome, mofe good resulls
for children Per gorar spent could be
achieved by all the agencies invoived.
Even nonyouth agencies can develop
a mutually productjve relationship,
such as that beiween the School Vol-
unleer Program gnd Senior citizen
agencies, whith helps the former with
recruitment and thg (atter with place-
ment Bolh 89engjes accomplish their
Purposes betler a4 at a lower total
Cost,

Several imPorignt experiments in
the integration of youth services are
under way, iNtlyging the Mott Foun-
dalion's coMMuyn iy, s¢hool program
in Flint, Michi9an, the integrated
youth services project of the Lilly En-
dowmentin INdiapgpolis; and, here in
the city, the cOargjnated services
project of Uniled ygighborhood
Houses in the Soyin Bronx and vari-
Ous courtdiversion projects. All show
the potential of breaking down the
walils of the valioyg vertical bureau-
cracies that have grown up to serve
youth. Ali of them 450 show the dit-
ficuity of doinQ so within the presert
5Choo! systam stryciure.

Implem:nling g pgw educational
delivery systeMm: A new educational
delivery systeM, wjin more options,
greater use of Outgide resources, and
more integralion of youth services,
may look jike @ digiant dream, But de-
velopments are alrggdy under way to
bring it abou!. Increasing Nnumbers of
commissions ang high-level panels
are recommending gych a shift.s

Furthermore. as ye have pointed
Qut, pilot projetts grg developing at
an increasing Pace, The sévere prob-
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lems of thez exisling school and youth
8ervices syslers is. nastenand the
move o more ellecive sysEMS, anyg,
evers lnougn trie city's 1 15621 Crigs has
disrupted Tne Fundsing ol sMe of the
mos t promn iSiNe) expaenemels, the ob-
viousneed for increased pFodUctivily
inalt inege servicess increases the
pressure 11 sUCh p rog ram S While
origi naily rnuck of ¢ he pressUre came
from quisicle these nopd system, in-
creasingly in recengyears Clealive
people within the s cngol sy'stem have
lound ways to breaoutof old motds
1o create e#citiNg mew progdf@ms, sych
3 Cityas School, wiichmakes yse
of the city's noNschigo| mescUrCes, or
Auxiliary Hsgh Scho gl S ervi 688,
wnich prov ides intemsy-¢ re ading and
math learni ng Silua tions outside of
the regular Migh scragols. THe Moves
lor options, outSide rscurces, and
inleg rated services wij reirsforcs ane
anotrer, be cause thgy are &l Part of
the same growi ng congept O aN eary-
calional syslem, rather ghar® VSt g
school system. Alte rpati ve PrOQrams
will rmake u=e of outsigen res0Ur cos
easier; outs ide resoyreess will rejn-
force altern alive pro grarns, Both yi ||
incre ase thez ineVitabole pressUreto find
ways {ointe grateyoalh services,
The recent report s thal have advo.
ciled new exducaliomal deliv ey sys-
tems have been Wea koraguidelings
forim pleme nlation. Thewdo NOt gx-
plain how such Systesng wourld take
care of fund ing. 8¢ cuntabil ilY,
teacher licersin g, caallac-tive bargain.
ing, and mary other arezs of 5¢hoo}
admiristrati on that weoyj o have to be
adjustedto rmakesucha sys BM wo rf,
The pilot projectsth gl aro under way
inNew York today sinpy the POtenta|
oloptions, b ut they s qy allle abouyt
how toefectand openrea Sisten of
oplionsbest suited tathanesds of
allchildren. The Pubgje Sducation As
sotiation has establishedd a task foree
to tonsider someof ¢ he prob l8Mg
thathave been neglecied by eXisting
reports, |t willbe afe y years before
anyfullgcaleshiltco yg bg rmade |1
thenewkind of SYstew, Fowever,
given tha nurmbe rof prod yetivity fag-
torsthalcould be enbancod 18 ngw
kind of syste m, eXperinemiation iy
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~ thig direction should be expanded,

Support= 4 @n d evalualed on an in-
tens ive D @Is.

Prio riy BUIgeting

M ych inthe Fleischmann Report
Speays tolhe basic principle of pro-
dyctjyity = PERd Mmoney where it will
Qel the rmost resulls, Among the
Flgigchman recommendations afe
Feducing M@nleaching expenses, in-
Creaging the ratioof paraprofessionals
to |@acheafs &nd cutting back on sal-
ary ipcreMenis for course credils that
¢lo ot iMPOWe teaching. The principle
issimple DUt it runs counter to the-
bud get prricti ces and policies of most
Schepol syslerms, including New York
City 5. THe City educalion budget
Process 158 Classic case of "incre-
mental buigeting” inwhich each
vear's expenclilures are carried for-
Wardlo e Next year with amounts
add ed to PAY for increased costs and
new progf@m s.

. Aglorgds there was money to pay
tor the ircreaased costs there was lit-
tle pressU® tochange this system,
no matter "ow wasteful some of the
con tinui N9 @xpenditures might have
bee n, When rmoney was no longer
avajjablein the city to pay even for
the jncre#sed cost of old programs.
let glone "W programs, this appreach
tan jto 1r0ubdle. By the early 1970s,
Prograrmss and services were beginning
1o becut beC ause, even though the
tolajbuciget was increasing by $200-
$3pgmitilon annually, the costs were
increasing @wen faster, and there was
not enough revenue to cover them.
Parent &Nt € ivic groups began to
qru {nbié that “we are paying more and
getting ¥esS."

The miller came to a head in the
197576 sthool year when the mayor’s
“erigis’ budget provided no addilional
funds owe' thae p revious year. Since
the cost 0l ©3d programs went up over
$20gmitlion and there was no added
revenue 10 Pay for the increase, the
systgm WS thrown into confusion. No
priortie shad been set on how to
spend the limile d money available.
The Board o1 Education decided to
cut ¢lass0Om services. Some think

.\)
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this wes a deliberate strategy to stim-
ulate support for more funds; others
think it was the normal bureaucralic
behavior of cutting those expenses
most remote from the central decision-
makers. Whatever the motivation. the
resulls were disastrous for the quality
of education,

As a result of this experienca, the
city's educational community became
much more aware of priorities. When
the chancellor requested an increase
of $435 million for its next budget in
1976-77. following the same “in-
cremental’ approach as had always
been used, the city's leading civic and
parent groupsformed a coalition
called the Educational Priorities Panel
to press the board to shift its priorities
ard use available funds for the mos!
produclive purposes.

Despite resistance from many at the
¢entral board who felt their jobs were
threatened, the panel's first effort pro-
duced a shift of $5 million from cen-
tral administration to the classroom.
Similarly, the panel suggested savings
in pupil transportation and school
leases. Finally, the panel tackled the
licklish issue of the teachers contract
and urged lhat funds set aside for in-
creases in leacher salaries and bene-
fits—already at a level above the
averages for other systems in the
metropolitan area—be used instead fo
preserve current jobs and services.

When fighting for productivity, one
must expect conflict between those
who have a stake in productivily—
the “clients'’ and "taxpayers’—and
forces having other primary inlerests.
The work of the pane) has met with
expecied resistance. Nonetheless, the
Board of Education has now agreed
that a priority approach in budgeting
is needad. With the help of the Eco-
nomic Development Council, the
board arranged & weekend ‘retreat”
to sludy priorities, and Deputy Chan-
calior Bernard Gifford has advocated
a system of “zero-based budgeting.”
which attempts to escape from the
“incremental" approach by requiring
each unit or bureau to justify alf of
its expenditures.

The idea of priority budgeling
is basically sound, but care must be
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taken notto let it become anothey,
bureaycratic boONdoggle. Z€9 baged

‘budgeting inalarge organizalion a4,

produce so much paperwork 8NQ g4
mary meetings that the process it
self bacomes uMProductive and the
acCountability that it is supposeq tq
promote gels 105t in the burédUCrayg
labyrinth, The principle is simMPle,
and it should be Kept that way’ Spepd
the Maney where it will do the Mogy
good. If the info'Mation needéd to
decide the most Productive US€ of
funds becomes 100 complex fOF sin,.
ple fesolution it IS probabiy 2 8ign
thatthe aim should be simplified o,
the responsiblility for decisionMakjg
del€gated to 2 18vel where pe€OPle gan
see the choices More clearly

One way lo iNtrease produCtivity, in
so-called sup POt services, 5UCN ag
curficulym devélopment, school
tunches, and tr@nsportation, might be
to discontinue the aytomatic BUtge,
allocations to the central bur®dlergey
for providing th€se services. |n3t§ad'
the funds would be allocated 10 thg
corMmunity distficts and individugj
high schoals, allowing them 10 Py,
chase the services girectly eithey
from the central board or froM Quigide
contractors, such as universities, £50d
caterers, and ¢ONsyiting firms: Sueh a
cormpetitive system could inlrPdyeg
an element of 2CCountability 8iMog,
totally lacking Under the curfént
arrangement it Which central Ofigiy|s
decide for themselves how SUPRoH
services should Ye provided. hoy
much should b@ Spent on theM: ang
howY, if at all, they should be
evaluated.

The same teChnique could B& uged
in allocating funds and accoU™ahiity
from district 10 INdividual scho0jg and
even from schools to individu8l teggh-
ers (e.g., for 1he purchase of Clagg.
room supplies, Which some 28thgs
claim they can 9et quicker and
cheaper from the corner candy stoe
than from the Central Bureal Of
Su pplies).

Collective Bar9aining

The FleischMann Report had rq,-
tively litle to 53y about refo’Ming

13



collective bargaining: Its thiee major
points Were made in the contex! of itg
recommendation for ful]state funding:
(1) state-leve| bargaining, (2) regiona)
salary Scales, and (3) balancing
teacher benefits against “productiviy
geins."

The cormmission did not deal With
some 0f the major probiems of public.
sector Collective bargaining, such ag
its 1ack of the kind of economic d is-
¢ipline that brings prod yctyvily con-
cerns into private-sector bargaining,
and the political nature sf the bar-
gaining process. When public officialg
are politically accountable to the
union With which they arg supposed
to be bargaining, the eniirg process jg
a charade, uging the terminology and
dramalic trappings of collective bar.
gaining but not invoiving apy real
“pargaining’ petween adversaries.

The experience of the pgstyearin
New York City has broughtthese
problems to the fore. The budgel
¢risis and the meed to reprder priori-
ties should have brought apout a dif.
ferent 8pproach to the coniract né€go-

. tiations in the summeraf 1975 The

“mayor Nad anrHouncEd a wage freze;. .. -

and many pegple asSUmed that avail-
able funds would be used 1o save
essential school services rather (han
for salary increases. As the summear
progressed, however. it appeared
that, as in the past funds had already
been Set aside for teacher salary in-
creases as a resull of privgle dis
cussions betyeern the unjon andthe
city administration bejores the wage
freeze Was announced. The union ap-
parently expected thispolitical ar-
rangerment to be lived up tq, The
Board of Edycalion reports that 1t
was Instructed by the city gdministra.
tion o bargain on the basigof ' past
policies and practices” ingluding
the payment of the "automatic”" sal-
ary incrfeases that had heen in the
previols contract as wel| ag new in-
greases resulling fromthe nego-
tiations.

The 5893 of the cufren| YFT con-
tract is long and tortuous, One high-
light on the issue of produciivity is
that the teachers were givep their
“gutomatic rajses,” which gveraged

over $1.000 {or about half the teach-

Q
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ing 8taff gndthousands of lower
seniQrity tgachers were iaid off. The
Board of gducalion also awarded
%750 ang 1,500 “longevity increases,”
whiCh wary blotked only because the
Emergén:y Financial Conirol Board
intefvereq and refused to approve
the Proppged contract. Only when

the EFCg finally made it clear late

in Augyg 1976 that productivity had
to be aghjeved Without reduction in
serviceg 4;d something approaching
managenent and productivily begin
to C8meg jmio the Piclure.

_Perhgpg more significant than the
qguestiongple contract decisions was
the lack o5 accountability of the offi-
cials magjng them. The issues were
ket sagrgi, The board and the union
coOPergled togive the news media and
the Publje the iMpPression that salary
inCréasgg were NOt an issue. The pub-
tic did not jearn that substantial in-
creales yere irvolved until the EFCHB
refused |5 accept the proposed con-
tracl in ggober 1975, on the grounds
thatitwgy d add more than $100
million g the annual education
budgdst, Then the discussions went

undergroy nd.aginfor. many months

of POlitigg) manéuvering. By the sum-
mer Of 1974, the issue rose again,
when ciyy offici2ls had to decide
whether |5 allocate $48 million in the
new bugge to salary increases or to
save jobhg gnd educational programs.
It W8 g ygeision of great importance
not Only (o the Welfare of the city's
scho0| apjjdren but also for the city's
fiscal fugyre. Yetthe public had no op-
portunity 1, let elected officials know
its Vi®wg pgcause it was not aware
that the jzgye existed untif the Edu-
cationa| priorities Panel held a press
conferen;g on August 24, 1976, and
the EFCE pgised the Issue with the
Board of g Jucation on August 26.
Public.ggctor bargaining isin an
arena in ypich public policy decisions
are Madg gpout NOw to allocate public
funds, ang jpe public has as much

need to gemand accountabilily in

these degjgjons 85 it has in the rest of
the budget process. Reform of col-
lectiVe b argaining to achieve greater
accOUntgpjjity Is essential for achiev-
ing INCragged productivity because
80 Many 4ecisions atlecting produc-

1R

tivity are made at the bargaining
table, and neither the union nor the
bureaucracy can be expeacted to have
productivily as a prime interest. In-
deed, on thebasis of experience they
can be expacted to be “in bed to-
gether’* on many issues affecting the
public interest. Since parents and the
general public have a real interest in
praductivity, only when there is more
opportunity for the client voice to be
heard and heeded will productivity
have a strong advocate in the bar~

- gaining process.

There are now the beginnings
across the country of a movement for
greater "public access” to public-
seclor collective bargaining. The spe-
cific reforms needed to provide such
access have not yet been well formu-
lated. Some people advocate public
hearings on union demands or on
proposed seltlements. Others advo-
cate formal ratification of proposed
contracts by a city council or perhaps
parent or community school district
councils, Some call for parent repre-
sentation at the bargaining table it-
self. Some say the whole idea is im-
ible, since effective collective
argaining must be secref and be- "
tween two parties only. But the ex-
perience of community school board
participation in New York City, al-
though still in i3 infancy, has shown
that it can work within limits, The
need for a stronger consumer voice,
prepared to present the case for pro-
ductivity, is urgently needed,

Back to Basics

Praductivity is meaningless without
defining the results desired. The
Fleischmann Commission character-
ized the goals of education in con-

 ventional terms: skill in oral and writ-

ten communication, critical thinking,
basic mathematical skills, powers of
reason, knowledge of history, science,,
geography, art, music, and literature.

If such academic goals were
anlithetical to valuable social and psy-
chological goals, we might have to
choose between putting resources
into teaching reading or into teaching
selt-confidence or creativity, But there
is no evidence-that these goals con-
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- fliet, Itis dilficult to help children de=
- velop sell-confidence or creativity if

- they are not making reasonable
.. Progress intheir intellectual training.
- There are ways of teaching academic

subjects that stifle creativity and self-
confidence, but such approaches are
not likely tobe effective evenfor
achieving slrictly academic goals.

The Fleischmann Commission's
emphasis on the basics is healthy and
can help both the schoals and the

~ public keep their focus on solid re-
- aults when they press for greater pro-

ductivity. There are problems, of
course, with the nstruments for
measuring academic achievernent.
but the goal of better academic

- achievement is quite compatible with

other important educational goals.
Indeed, academic achievement is a
practical, albeit rough, measure of
general school performance, A school
that is doing @ good job of academic
training is also likely to be effective
with other important school goals.
Without a focus on academic achieve-
ment, there 5 10o much danger that
greater productivity will be defined

. simply as incfeased services, stalf,
-expenditures, or activities without

showing how these factors arere-
lated to greater leaming. '

The Public’s Responsibiilty for

-Increasing Productivity

Productivity in education has not
been given a high priority by those
who make the decisions in the New
York City school system. Nonethelass,
despite the formidable obstacles to
increased productivity, there are op-
portunities for overcoming them. Para-
doxically, the fiscal crisis itself offers
one such opportunity. 1t has brought
hormne to the public that increased
productivily is not just something for
business and taxpayer groups to
grumble about; it is a necessity for
the survival of the city,

Educatien is a particularly favor-
able area in which to apply this new

~approach. '*Cilizens are probably
- more sensitive abou! educatior than
_any other service they ‘buy’ from the

public sector with their tax dol Jars.

Q
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They feel that if basic functions such
as education are not properly per-
formed, the whole rationale for men
to live in organized taxpaying units is
called into question.’" 1"

The bureaucracy, although ysually
not result-oriented, has a new sense
of urgency. Individually, Many offi cials
have been stimulated by the piight of
the city to seek ways of improving
services. Institutionally, many agen-
cies have sought ways t0 preserve
jclss and protect their own sypyival
by adjusting to the new deémands for
productivity. The unions, Which in
many ways can block productivity
eflorts most effectively, are pot jn-
herently opposed to them. Their op-
position comes when produetivity de-
cisions conflict with other interests
they may value more, such as in-
creased salaries or the protection of
past contract gains. Where in{erests
intersect, unions need not oppose
productivily and can even help to
foster it. in education, many of the
steps that might increase resylis,
such as better management, student
cooperation. or parent sUPport, are
as much in the interests of teachers
as the consumer, Furthermore, mem-

‘bers of municipal unions are also

consumers, and at least those who
live in the city are beginning to see
that city labor policies that may help
them as employees may hurt them as
consumers. s

The Emergency Financial Control
Board, for the time being, offers a
special opportunity for inCreasing
productivilty. Confronted with an ab-
solute budget ceiling, the city's choice
ofeither cutting services or cutting
costs becomes much clearer, [i be-
comes harder to play the old bureau-

cratic game of cutting high-priority
“services, while maintaining unproduc-

tive expenditures, in the hope of
stimulating support for inCreased
funds.

The Control Board's ruling that in-
creased salaries and benelits must be
paid for by productivity savings, with-
oul reducing services, provides an
important new dynamic, if honestly
applied. While unions may bargain for
salary increases and practiceg that
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have the effect of decreasing produc-
tivity, the EFCB’s productivity re-
quirement forces ynions to choose
whicn they vaiute more. In order to
gain salary incfeases a union may
ugree to the elimination of the unpro-
ductive praclice or expenditure,

In the end, Powsver, we must not
come lo depend upon apowerful,
outside “supergovernment” like the
EFCB. Such a body cannot be ex-
pected to interveng on a broad
enough scale orovera long enough
period of time o completa the hard
task of getting pragductivity in gov-
ernment, As the CED points out,
"productivity is nof atechinique or
specific innovation, byt rather a con-
cept or way of doing pusiness that
stresses higher overgll performance
at minimum cost.” |t ¢an be oblained
only by continuing “‘political pressure
for productivity ontop elected
officials.”” 7

A community gejs the guality of
education for which it iswilling to
work and fight. *The responsibility
for lack of interest jn productivity
lies in large measyyre with the pub-
lic."' New Yorkers should start de-
manding the commitment o more
educational results for the dollars they
spend of every candidate for public
office, from commuynily school board
mermber to governgr. We have lo learn
what productivity is and what is
needed to bring it agbout We must in-
sist that relevant information be made
available to the puplic, so we will
know when important decisions affect-
ing productivity arg being made and
who can be held a¢c guntable for mak-
ing them. And we must be prepared
to show our displeas yre at the ballot
box with those offi¢iajs who do not
make productivity 3 high priority. “In
the end, government responds to what
voters and citizens demand of it.""1*

If New Yorkers demand qualily in their
public schools, the city once again
could lead the natign jry urban edu-
calion.

David 5. Seeley, Direcior
Publie Education Association
Adele Spier, Lecturar

John Jay College
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